











1.2X¢. In all cases, there should be no provisions that increase rent burden and displace
tenants, be it through rent increases or reduced maintenance and services.

e Appropriate vetting of borrowers. Use all available resources to lend to responsible
landlords who properly maintain the stock of rent-regulated and affordable housing and
respect the rights of tenants. This includes consulting news reports and public lists;
monitoring loan conditions, lawsuits, violations, and fines; and consulting with tenants
and tenant organizers.

* Responding to issues in buildings: Create a formal process to work with tenants and
organizers to respond when problems arise in buildings they finance.

We call upon the Board to first make sure that regulators are evaluating all multifamily loans
under a set of metrics, such as lending in LMI tracts, different loan purposes, range of building
sizes, and how many units are affordable to low- and moderate-income residents. Metrics like
these can give an idea as to how equitably the bank is lending to see if they are reaching a range
of neighborhoods, rental levels, and building types.

Second, incorporate a robust qualitative assessment to determine the nature and degree of
impact (positive or negative) the bank is causing through their multifamily lending. Based on
this determination, decide if the bank’s rating should stay the same, improve, or be
downgraded due to excessive harm. Banks should get credit for committing and adhering to
multifamily anti-displacement best practices in all forms of housing, subsidized and
unsubsidized. Banks should also get credit for transferring distressed properties to responsible
mission driven developers, rather than selling the debt, or supporting the building being sold to
the highest bidder that is only seeking to make a profit. (This will be especially important post
COVID.) Similarly, they should be penalized for lending to landlords who harass or displace
tenants, and/or keep buildings in poor conditions.

(While not our work directly, we offer the following comments based on the work of our partners in the
Equitable Reinvestment Coalition convened by ANHD regarding small business and homeowner lending
and support.)

We support the board’s proposal to evaluate borrower and distribution metrics and have a
separate qualitative analysis, with the possibility of additional credit for responsive products
and practices. Just like in multifamily lending, there must also be downgrades for harm. The
exam must evaluate and prioritize small loans to very small businesses, BIPOC-owned
businesses, and lending in underserved communities. This can be done by looking at low- and
moderate-income communities separately; categories of loan size and business size; lending by
race/ethnicity of owner and in communities of color; originations vs purchases. As data is
available, regulators should also evaluate loan types separately (credit cards serve a purpose
but aren’t as impactful or in has high demand as traditional loans and lines of credit).

5 DSCR = Debt Service Coverage Ratio. It refers to the income required to pay the mortgage. DSCR < 1.0 means
that the landlord does not have sufficient income to pay debt payments each month. Thus, a DSCR of 1.2 means
the landlord has more than enough income to pay the debt, and less incentive to raise rents or reduce costs.
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The qualitative analysis would evaluate the products and practices the bank has
implemented to achieve metrics in a meaningful way. Banks that prioritize larger businesses,
bypass immigrant communities or borrowers of color, or rely only on credit card loans should
be downgraded. Banks that demonstrate responsive products and practices should get positive
credit.

Regulators can evaluate how well banks support small businesses in other areas of the CRA
as well, such as loans and investments in CDFIs or MDIs identified as meaningfully serving
BIPOC, low-income, and immigrant communities; supporting technical assistance; and
providing direct grants to small businesses (by the bank or through a nonprofit). Regulators can
also evaluate how banks responded to COVID, and who they served, with grants, loans like the
Paycheck Protection Program and others, debt relief, and more.

We support the board’s proposal to evaluate borrower and distribution metrics and a separate
qualitative analysis, with credit for responsive products and practices. Also, the metrics here
and throughout cannot allow a race to the bottom. For example, a benchmark set to 70% of the
market in New York City would mean that a bank could pass this test with less than 1% of their
loans going to low-income borrowers. We cannot allow this type of failure to pass! There must
also be downgrades for harm. The exam must evaluate and prioritize lower-income people
and BIPOC to achieve and maintain homeownership: low- and moderate-income people and
communities separately; lending by race/ethnicity; originations vs purchases (prioritize
originations); investor vs owner-occupied (prioritize owner-occupied); loan types and purposes
separately, connected to local needs.

The qualitative analysis would evaluate the products and practices the bank has
implemented to achieve metrics in a meaningful way. Banks should be evaluated on their
COVID response, such as forbearance with no lump sums, loan modifications, loan forgiveness.
Also, banks should get credit for affordable CRA products that they marketed and originate to
LMI borrowers and BIPOC, including products requested by local communities. Banks should
also be downgraded for indications of disparate pricing, harmful products, neglect, or
displacement.

Regulators can evaluate how well banks support homeownership in other areas of the CRA
as well, such as financing the construction or preservation of affordable homeownership,
including limited equity coops; grants for housing counseling and financial education, staff to
provide financial education or homebuyer classes; and foreclosure prevention.

Similar metrics for consumer lending makes sense. Quality is more important than volume in
this category. Large quantities of high-cost credit cards or other high-cost loans are not helpful,
and banks should not be incentivized to increase that volume.



As a community-controlled nonprofit affordable housing developer, owner and manager, we
support a comprehensive community development finance test. However, within that test,
regulators must evaluate loans and investments separately to maintain the requirement to
make investments. The high concentration of banks and a strong CRA obligation through the
investment test have ensured banks compete for and make LIHTC investments in New York
City and elsewhere. These can be complicated deals and provide a critical source of financing
for affordable housing. The CRA must incentivize LIHTC and a broad range of investments,
including NMTC, EQ2, CRA-eligible grants, and more. Lastly, we appreciate the attention to
long-term patient capital, which can be challenging to obtain given the short-erm cycle of CRA
Exams. However, the final rules must also incentivize new activity each year and cycle by
evaluating outstanding and new activity.

We support both a quantity and quality metric. For loans and investments, dollars are
important, but equally important is the impact of that activity. The Board must be careful not to
drive banks to make the largest, simplest deals possible to meet a quantitative metric. The
quality score should be broader than a scale of 1 to 3, and should prioritize impactful activities
as determined by local communities, with a strong emphasis on mission-driven nonprofit
entities like ours. Many of these activities may be small by comparison, but the dollars will have
a larger impact because of the type of work we do.

For example:

- We prioritize deeply affordable housing for formerly-homeless populations, and very
low-income people living below 20%, 30%, and 40% AMI.

- Our housing is permanently affordability.

- We are committed to creating and preserving of quality jobs for BIPOC and LMI people,
and not simply low-wage jobs with no path upwards

- Grants, loans and investments to community-based organizations that provide financial
education, housing counseling, tenant supports, small business support and community
organizing have a multiplier effect in our communities.

- The people CRA was designed to benefit trust us.

- Organizations like ours provide additional services such as childcare and healthcare,
and have been able to adjust in the pandemic to make sure our residents stay safe and
do not go hungry.

- Support organizing and policy work that will benefit LMI and BIPOC populations.

- We are the ones who fight back against the extractive practices in our neighborhoods. To
be our ally, regulators should downgrade banks that engage in or invest in harmful
practices, including offering high-cost products, loans to problematic developers,
backing business with entities that foster displacement, and partnering with online
lenders who charge usurious rates.

- Invest in CDFlIs, especially Community Development Credit Unions. As our
neighborhoods have been effectively abandoned by most banks, we are raising funds to
bring a branch of a successful NYC CDCU to the South Bronx. Banks can mitigate the
harm they cause in closing branches or refusing to open branches in our areas by
investing in the expansion of successful CDCUs, or helping new CDCUs launch.
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